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Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 112 

1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. In claims 1,14 and 19, the use of the language "hallow" seems inappropriate. 
More appropriate language would be "hollow". 

In claims 1 and 17, these claims are indefinite as they recite one or more support holes 
and three or more bristle packets attached to the base member via the support holes. However, it 
is unclear how the golf tee could comprise only one or two support holes when there are a 
minimum of three bristle packets. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-7, 9-12, 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Knez (D369,845) in view of Fariest (D 18 1,633). Regarding claim 1, Knez discloses a golf 
tee comprising a base member having a hollow central core, a notch extending from the top 
towards the bottom of the base member and a plurality of extensions extending from the base 
that are capable of supporting a golf ball. However, Knez lacks the teaching for one or more 
support holes in the base and three or more bristle packets within the holes. 
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Fariest reveals a golf tee construction including a base member having a plurality of 
bristle packets for supporting a golf ball. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to replace the supports of Knez with the bristle packets of Fariest in order to provide an 
alternative member for supporting the golf ball. Further, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to provide the golf tee base member with support holes corresponding to 
the bristle packets in order to securely mount the bristle packets on the tee. 

Regarding claim 2, the cross -section of the core of Knez is circular. 

Regarding claims 3 and 4, in the invention of Knez each of the points at which the 
extensions meet the central core is seen as being a node or point of concentration. Attention is 
directed to the attached definition of node stating that it is "a point of concentration; central 
point". 

Regarding claim 5, both Knez and Fariest teach 8 support members. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to reduce the number of support members to three in 
order to reduce the required manufacturing costs. 

Regarding claim 6, both Knez and Fariest teach supports that extend at a substantially 90 
degree angle with respect to the horizon. 

Regarding claim 7, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to form 
the tee of Knez from plastic in order to take advantage of that material's well known physical 
characteristics. 

Regarding claim 9, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
provide the bristles of Fariest with the recited lengths in order to tee the ball at a particular 
height. 
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Regarding claim 10, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to form 
the notch of Knez 1 mm wide as the applicant has not disclosed that the criticality for this 
particular width by showing a new and unexpected result obtained therefrom and it appears that 
the width taught by Knez would accomplish similar purposes. 

Regarding claim 1 1, the recited length for the notch is considered to be obvious lacking a 
showing of its criticality by a new and unexpected result obtained therefrom and it appears that 
the notch taught by Knez would accomplish similar purposes. 

Regarding claim 12, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
utilize an adhesive for securing the bristle packets of Fariest in order to securely mount the 
packets on the tee. 

Regarding claims 14 and 15, note the rejections of claims 1 and 5 above. 
5. Claims 8, 13 and 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Knez (D369,845) in view of Fariest (D181,633) and Ranseen (1,670,123). Regarding claim.8, 
the tee of Knez appears to be capable of receiving a conventional tee within the central core for 
anchoring the tee in the ground. 

Ranseen teaches a golf tee arrangement including a cap which receives a golf tee for 
anchoring purposes. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
manufacture the member of Knez to a size that is capable of receiving a golf tee within the core 
in order to firmly secure the member in the ground. Further, attention is directed to Figures 6 
and 7 of Ranseen which teach a retaining lip (26) for retaining the golf tee within the core (15). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to form the core member of Knez 
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with an inner lip as taught by Ranseen in order to more firmly retain the golf tee within the core 
member. 

Regarding claim 13, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to form 
the tee of Knez as modified by Fariest and Ranseen with a length as recited in order to tee the 
golf ball to a particular height. 

Regarding claim 16, note the rejection of claim 8. 

Regarding claim 17, the recited steps represent an obvious method by which one of 
ordinary skill in the art would utilize the golf tee of Knez as modified by Fariest and Ranseen. 

Regarding claim 18, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to place 
the golf ball on the bristles before inserting the tee shaft into the ground in order to utilize the 
golf ball as a means for applying pressure to the tee shaft. 

Regarding claim 19, note the rejection of claim 8. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steven Wong whose telephone number is 571-272-4416. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Wednesday 7am-5 :30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gene Kim can be reached on 571-272-4463. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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